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ABSTRACT

U.S. farms growing rice varied considerably among seven rice-growing
regions, accirding to the 1984 F rm Costs and Returns Survey. This
report summarizes and compares .  production practices and costs of
production of U.S. rice farms. Costs per acre of rice were greatest in
California and on the Lower Coast of Texas. Rice growers in Northeast
Arkansas and the Mississippi River Delta received the most favorable
returns from rice. Ret' -ns were least favorable on the Lower Coast of
Texas.

Keywords: Rice, farms producing rice, production practices, costs of
production.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The author gratefully acknowledges the advice and encouragement of Bob
McElroy, Jim Johnson, David Harrington, Janet Livezey, Warren Grant, a2nd
Art Gerlow and the editorial assistance of Jim Carlin and Bonnie Moore.

t***********************************

*
* *
* This report was reproduced for limited distribution to the research *
* community outside the U.S. Department of Agriculture. *
* *
* *

*************#*********************

1301 New York Avenue, NW.
Washington, DC 20005-4788 February 1988




CONTENTS

SUDMATY . e eoeessosscasocancassssssssasssosssssasessssssasersenrcurcnes =5
INtTOAUCTION . ceeesseceseseessssccscacsosssssessccscsssscsccccsccsosncs 1
DALA SOUICEB.coseessevsoscsosssssssssscsccsscssssssscsssossosscssssscccce 1
Location of Rice Production.ccceceececesssscsscccccsvcassscccoscccnnasne 2
Character tics of Farms Producing RiCe...ceceeccccccrcnn-sccncccscnse

ACT@AZE . ssseveeceossrssoscsssssrssseasossassssssscssocensassoccncccosss

CrOp Mix......-..c e e 00000 e 0080000 09000000 r00000 000 0000000000000

Tenure Of OPEratoOr.. .eoesevscrsesesssscosccsssvsscccsocccscannsns

wwww

Rice Production PracticeB.cecececesscsssnacsccorccccscsserocccscnscans
Technical SerVICES.cseeseecsescescscrseccsscssassssvssssoscscssccccocvsns
Field OperationBeeeeececcvcoseersscossoacocsesssccccccsossascsnsenonse
Irrigationecssseveceseesscsoassecesossvsoscnsscsscccccccsasasscccnes
Tractors, Combines, Buggies, and Truck8.....ceccacercccerscansccnce
Post-Harvest OperationB..cccceceessvscecrsccssosccscnssccsscsccsccnns

O

Rice Production Costs and REtUrNB.c.cvevevessancscccssscccccccrsannsss 9
CaBh ReCelptB.eeesesceeesceesesssansscssssccsssscoccccscccanaannses 9
Cash Expenses and Capital Replacement...cc.cecoecvevcccenccsccccccs 10
Economic Costs and RetUrNBeseessssccccccossonrsssscccsosscsccscsccos 11

REf @I eNCEE.sccosoessosseccessssssssscstossssssssossesssssssosssccetocsans 12

Appendix tableB....cecessseeseosessesssasscsssoscansscsccscccsonasons 43

114



SUMMARY

Rice prcduction Practices, costs, and returns varied among regions of the
United States. According %o budgets based on the 1984 Farm Costs and
Rerurns Survey, costs were relatively high in Califorria and on the Lower
Ccast of Texas and iow in the Micsissippi River Delta, Southwest
Louisiana, and Northeast Arkansas rice-growing regions.

Tillage per planted acre was greatest in 1984 on the Lower Crast of Tcxas
and least in Southwest Louisiana. On the Lower Coast of Texas, variable
expenses, particularly those related to machinery use, were greatest.
Expenses for pesticides, most of which were custom applied, were also
greatest on the Lower Coast of Texas and smallest in Southwest

Louisiana. Airplanes geeded almost all rice acreage in California, about
75 percent of the acreage in Southwest Louisiana, and about 60 percent on
the Upper Coast of Texas. All rice acreage was irrigated. 1In California
and on the Upper Coast of Texas, most rice acreage was irrigated with
water purchased from canal companies or irrigation districts. Wells and
surface sources (rivers, lakes, and ponds) provided mest of the
irrigation water in the Mississippi River Delta, Northeast Arkansas, the
Grand Prairie, and Southwest Louisiana. On the Lower Coast of Texas,
about half was irrigated from wells and half from canals.

Croplaud acreage per fara was highest in the Mississippi River Delta.
Average acreage planted to rice was highest on the Upper Coast of Texas
and smallest on the Grand Prairie. More than 50 percent of the cropland
on rice farms in the Delta, Northeast Arkansas, Southwest Louisiana, and
on the Grand Prairie was planted to crops other than rice, most often
8oybeans.

Total variable expenses were higk=8t on the Lower Coast of Texas, 17
percent greater than in the next highest region, the Upper Coast of
Texas, and 76 percent greater than in the lowest region, Northeast
Arkansas. On the Lower Coast of Texas, field operations per acre and the
cost of purchased water were by far the highest of those in any region.
High costs in California were offset by large cash receipts, the result
of high yields. On the Lower Coast of Texas, despite above average
yleld, returns to an acre of rice were least favorable.

Total economic costs were lowest in the Mississippi River Delta. Every
cost component was below the national average in the Delta. Total

amount of field operations was above average. Cash receipts, due to low
yield, were lowest in Southwest Louisiana. Average receipts produced at

low cost led to the most favorable returns in the Delta and Nortl.east
Arkansas.
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U.S. Rice Farms
A Regional Comparison

Robert Dismukes

INTRODUCTION

Rice, a major U.S. field crop, is critically important to the economies
of the areas where it is produced. In Arkznsas and Louisiana, for
example, farmers earned 10-20 percent of their agricultural cash receipts
in 1984 from rice (1, 3). 1/

How and where farmers grow rice influerce its costs of production and,
consequently, the returus to rice production. To estimate the costs of
producing rice and other major ficld crops, the Economic Research Service
(ERS) constructs crop-specific budgets that repregent typical production
practices and their costs in each State or, in the case of rice
production, each region in which a significant amount of production takes
place. These per-acre budgetr, summaries of all operator and landlord
costs and returns associated with the production of the crop, are
aggregated vy the proportion of total acreage they represeut to produce
regional and national estimates. ERS has constructed budgets feor seven
rice-growing regiors.

Data for the budgets are obtained from published reports and from
periodic surveys of producers. A sample of rice producers was surveyed
about their producticn practices and expenses as part of the 1984 Farm
Costs and Returns Survey {?CRS). Rice producers were previously surveyed
in 1979 (5) and will be surveyed again about production practices in
1988. Survey data are supplemented and updated between surveys with
information from the National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) and
State agricultural statistics offices. This report summarizes and
compares the operating characteristics, production practices, and costs
of production of rice farms in the seven budget regions and the total
United States. These data are the basis of ERS rice costs—of-production
estimates for 1984-87 (6).

DATA SOURCES

ERS and NASS jointly conducted the 1984 FCRS in early 1985. The 1984
FCRS was a multiframe stratified survey composed of a list arnd an area
frame. The list frame, made up of farmers known to have previ~usly grown
rice, was stratified by size. The area frame, aerial photograpls of land

Dismukes 18 an agricultural economist in the Ag ‘iculture and Rural

Economy Division, Economic Research Service. ‘
1/ Underscored numbers in perentheses cite sources in the References

|

section.
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segments, was stratified by land use. The sample was drawn to represent
the population of VU.S. rice producers. 2/ Pive hundred thirty-two rice
farmers completed questionnaires. Each completed questionnaire or
observation of rice produc.ion represented a number of rice farms with
simllar characteristics. NASS and ERS estimated the number represented,
a survey e.'pansion factor. The sample observations were then expanded to
population estimates by weighting each observation by its expansion
factor.

With each estimate comes a coefficient of variation, a measure of the
statistical precision or dispersion of values about the estimate. For
totals, coefficieats of veriation were derived froa the variation in the
sample sgtrata, measuring the statistical precision of the estimate.
Uoefficients of variaticns of averages per farm are more complex. They
are based on a ratio of two estimates: the variable of interest and the
total number of farms. A coefficient of variation of a mean may be
icterpreted simply as the dispersion of values about their mean.

A coefficient of variatioz is a percentage, 100 times the standard error
or deviation divided by the estimate, and can be used to construct a
confidence interval about the estimate. For example, the estimated
average U.S. rice acreage i1s 280 acres and it coefficient of variation
18 7.97. This means that, according to the PCRS, about 68 percent of the
rice fa;ms in the United States rlanted between 258 and 302 acres of
rice. 3

LOCATION OF RICE PRODUCTION

U.S. farmers produced nearly 139 mil:fion hundredweight (cwt) of rice on
2.8 million acres of cropland in 1984, substantiallyv above 1983 levels,
when a Payment-in-Kind program was in effect (table 1). Figure 1 shows
the seven rice-growing regiorns. The counties and crop reporting
districts of each region are listed in appendix table 1. The
rice-giowing areas ad jacent to the Mississippi River in Mississippi,
Missouri, Louisiana, and Arkansas are referred to as the Miss3ssippi
River Delta. The Arkansas regions, in addition to the Delta, are the
Grand Prairie, which is the south—-central part of the State, ard
Northeast Arkansas, which is the area west of the Delta and northeast of
the Grand Prairie. Along the gulf coast there are three regions:
Southwest Louisians, the Upper Coast and Lower Coast of Texas. The
California reg -u includes the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys.

More than 70 percent of the farms that produced rice in 1984 were located
in the Mississippi River Delta, the Grand Prairie, and Northeast Arkansas
(table 2). Approximately 60 percent ol rice acreage was in the same
three regions (table 3). Northeast Arkansas led the regions in total

2/ The 1979 and 1984 surveys are not sirictly comparable because of
differences in sample design. 1In the 1979 Costs-of-Production Survey,
the probability of a rice farmer being interviewed was proportional to
acres of rice planted.

3/ Abo.ut 68 percent of the probabilitv density of a normally
distributed random variable lies within one standard deviation above and
one stendard deviation below the mean. The standard deviation of mean
U.S. rice acreage is 22.32.



acreage planted. The Lower Coast of Texas had tne fewest acres of rice
planted.

CHARACTERISTICS OF FARMS PRODUCING RICE

A farm's production situation, that is, its gize, crop mix, and tenure
(who owne the farm and how it is operated) affects costs of production
and returns. A description of rice producers' situations fallows.

Acreage

Average rice farm acreage was larger than average cash grain farm
acreage. Rice farms operated 1,244 acres, while cash grain ferms
operated 647 acres per farm (4). The largest rice farms were in the
Mississippi River Delta. Average acreage of rice, however, was greatest
on the Upper Coast of Texas and smallest on the Grand Prairie.

Crop Mix

Farms that grew rice also produced other crops in 1984 (tables 3 and 4).
More than 60 percent of the cropland on U.S. rice farms was planted to
crops other than rice. In the ‘ississippi River Delta, Northeast
Arkansas, the Grand Prairie, and Southwest Louisiana, more than 50
percent of the cropland on rice farms was planted to other crops. Rice
farmers in these four regions planted more acres to soybeans than to
rice. In Texas and California, more acres on rice farms were planted to
rice than to other crops. Soybeans, sorghum, and corn were common
alternate crops in Texas. California rice farms, which did not plant
soybeans, produced sugar beets, alfalfa, and vegetables. Beef cattle
were present on 30-40 percent of the rice farms in each of the two Texas
regions and in Northeast Arkansas.

Parmers always irrigate rice, but most other crops on rice farms grow
without irrigation. California rice growere, however, irrigated more
acreage for other crops than rice.

Tepure of Operator

Cropland may be owned or rented by the produ 2r, and the rent may be paid
either in cash or as a shate of the production. Rice farmers planted
more of their rice on rented land than on land that they owned in 1984
(table 5). Nearly half of the U.5. rice acreage was shure rented, and
another 15 percent was cash reuted. In the Grand Prairie, the Lower
Coast of Texas. and Southwest Louisiana, more than half of the rice
acreage was share rented. About 40 percent of the farms produced rice
only on share-rented land.

Share Rental Agreements

A landlord typically receives a share of the tenant's rice production in
exchange for providing land and paying portions of other costs under &
share rental agreement. The sihare of production that a landlord recelves
varies with the amount of cost the landlord pays (table 6).




About 20 percent of the share agreements were for land only in 1984. 1In
these cases, the landlord provided no other inputs.

About 25 percent of the agreements included only irrigation costs 1in
addition to the land. Nearly all such agreemeats included a portion f
the expenses for wells, excep. in California, where most water came from
canals (table 7). The landlord most often paid the entire cost of an
irrigation item.

Most share agreements included “~th irrigation and norirrigation costs.
Under these agreements, the lanaiord's ghare of production was the
greatest. Nonirrigation items were most often fertilizers, pesticides,
and rice drying (table 8). When a conirrigation item was included, the
iandlord most often paid half of its cost.

Cash Rental Agreements

The landlord may share costs as Part or a cash rental agreemeut. Such
agreements arirc mainly fo: irrigation expenses, as the landowner may
also own or controal water sources on or near the rented land. 1In 1984,
about 20 percent of the cash rental agreements cf rice provided that the
landlord pay a portion of irrigation expenses (table 9). Under most of
these agreements the landlord would pay the entire cost of the item:
purchased irrigation water in Califoraia and the Lower Coast of Texas and
wells in the other regions. Cash rents were highest in California and
lowest on the Upper Coast of Texas (table 9).

RICE PRODUCTION PRACTICES

Farmers plaat rice between March and May and harvest it between July and
late October. Rice grows in stan’iag water on land that has been leveled
into paddies. Rice farmers construct semipermanent levees and flood the

paddies either just before or Just after seeding. They drain the paddies
before harvest (2).

Tectnical Services

Surveying for levees was custom hired for most rice acreage in 31l
regions except Southwest Louisiana and the Lower Coast of Texas (table
10). The per-acre expenditure for surveying was highest in Califoruia
and lowest in Southwest Loulgiana.

Other technical services, such as sgoil testing, were rarely hired in 1984
(table 10). 1In most regiors, farmers hired technical services on less
than 5 percent of the rice acreage.

Field Operations

Almost all rice production operations arz mechanized, performed by the
farm operators with their machinery or custom hired (table 11). The
extent of each field operation is measured in times-over, which is the
acreage covered in the operation divided by the total acreage planted to
rice. Times—-over describes the operations on an average acre of rice.




Table 12 shows what implements are used in field operatioas and their
sizes. Other implements were less frequeatly used: disk plows rather
than chisel plows in the Delta, Southwest Louisiana, and the Grand
Preirie; heavy disks rather than regular tandem disks in California;
roller and finishing harrows in Northeast Arkanses and the Grand Prairie;
and broadcast seeders rather than plain disk driil seeders in Northeast
Arkansas.

Tillage

Tillage constituted about 70 percent of the times~over for all field
operations in each region. Total times-over for tillage, use of plows,
disks, field cultivators, harrows, bedders and shapers, soil packers, and
other tillage implements, was greatest on the ILower Coast of Texas, more
than double the amount of times-over in Southwest Louisiana. The Lower
Coast of Texas and Southwest Louisiana also ranked first and last in
tillage in 1979. Most of the differences among regions in the amount of
tfllage center2zd on disking, harrowing, and packing during 1984. Rice
farmers tilled less in 1984 than they did in 1979, according to the 1984
FCRS.

Seeding

Rice is seeded either from airplanes or from ground equipment. Ailrplanes
must be used when farmers flood fields before seeding. Seed drills or
broadcast seeders may be used when seeding precedes flooding. Aeriai
seeding 1s almost always a custom-hired operation.

Seeding from airplanes was more common than seeding from ground equipment
i{n California, Southwest Louisiana, and the Upper Coast of Texas (table
13). Nineivy-seven perceut of the rice acreage in California and 78
percent in Southwest Louisiana were aerial~-seeded. Rice farmers in
Arkansas used air seeding least.

The mix of seeding methods has changed little between 1979 and 1984.
Drill sceding was popular .n 1984 on the Grand Prairie, Northeast
Arkansas, and the Delta. Air seeding in both years was confinad largely
to California, Southwest Louisiana, and the Upper Coast of Texas.

Seeding rates were higher on aerial-seeded land than on land seeded with
ground equipment. The seeding rate was highest for aerial-seeded acreage
in California and lowest for drill-seeded acreage on the Upper Coast of
Texas.

Fertilizer

Farmers can apply fertilizer to rice fields from airplanes or from ground
equipment, depending upon whether the field is flooded at the time. The
initial application, usually at planting, may be handled Ly ground
equipment if the field has not yet been flooded. Airplanes usually
provide subsequent applications on flooded fields. Table 14 shows
fertilizer applicetion rates on rice acreage in 1984.
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Pegticides

Rice pests can be controlled by pianting disease-resistant varieties, by
plowing, and by applying chemical pesticides. Pesticides may be applied
to rize seeds or sprayed ou rice paddies; 1rrigation ditches, and levees.

Rice farmers on the Lower Coast of Texas spent the most on pesticides per
Planted acre and Southwest Louisiana farmers spent the least (table 15).

These two regions also ranked firsc and last in pesticide expenditures in
1579,

Weed control was the major reason for the use of chemicals in rice
production in 1979. Chemical costs for weed control ranged between 77

and 99 percent in 1979. Data on types of pesticides were not available
from the 1984 survey.

Hand Labor

Some hand labor is required to grow rice (table 16). More than 75
percent of the hours of hand labor in every region except California
focused on irrigation-related activities. The greatest amount of hand
labor per acre was required in flooding and walking levees to attend to
water. Total hours of hand iabor per acre was greatest in the
Missirsippi River Delta and smallest on the Grand Prairie in 1984. Rice
farms on the Lower Coast of Texas used the most hand labor per acre and
Southwest Louisiana the least in 1979.

Irrigattgﬂ

All rice acreage in 1984 was irrigated, and the water came from three
general gources: wells, canals (purchased water), and surface sources
(lakes and rivers). The chief water source differed from region to
region (table 17). Most rice acreage received water purchased from canal
companies, associ: :ions, or irrigation Gistricts in California and on the
Upper Coast of Texas. Half of the acreage was irrigated with purchased
water and half with water from wells on the Lower Coast of Texas.

Farmers flooded abcut 20 percent of the acreage with purchased water in
Southwest Louisiana. Most rice was irrigatea with well water elsewhere.

A rice farmer typically drew irrigation water from only one source.
Fewer than 10 percent of the farms in 1984 commingled irrigation water
from different sources. Sources of irrigation water appear to have been
about the same in 1984 a 1979, In California and Southwest Louisiana,
however, more acres were reported irriycted with purchased water in
1984, Commingling of irrigation water sources was also rare in 1979.

Pumps
Irrigation pumps can draw underground water from wells or pump water over
the sides of a canal from one field to another. The 1984 PCRS made no

measure of the cepth of the wells or the pumping 1ifts. Analysts
combined data for all pumps used in rice production (table 18).
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Pumps were most numerous per farm in the two Arkansas areas and in the
Mississippi River Delta, where well water was most common. (Wells in
these areas drew from less than 500 feet, according to the 1979 survey.)

Eleciricity powered most pumps in the two Arkunsas arezs. Electricity
and diese). split as pyower sources ip the Delta. Electricity was also the
most frequeat power soarce for pumps in California. Diesel was the
favored fuel in Southwest Louisiana and the Upper Coast of Texas. On the
Lower Coast ¢f Texas, rice farmers favored natural gas.

Tractors, Combines, Buggies, and Trucks

Rice farmers use tractors mainly to build levees and ditches and to
prepare the land for seeding. Farmers harvest the crop with combines ¢ d
transport the grain from the combines to trucks by rice buggies.

The tractors, ccmbines, buggies, and trucks described by farmers in the
FCRS were either owned, rented, or leased for the entire 1984 growing
season. [quipment used in 1 custom-hired operation was not included; its
cost was included in che custom charge.

Tractors

Table 19 presents a description of the tractors us-’ in rice production
in 1984. Two-wheel-drive tractors were the most common. Seventy-five
percent of the tractors on rice farms were two-wheel-drive, and, on
average, farms in every region except California had two or more
two~wheel-drive tractors. About 18 percent of tractors were
four-wheel-drive. Crawler tractors, about 5 percent of the tractors on
rice farms, were most common in California. More than 90 percent of the
cravlers were located in thts State. Farmers drove four-wheel-assisted

tractors in every region except the Lower Coast of Texas. The Delta
contained more than half of the four-wheel-assisted tractors.

More than 90 percent of all tractors were diesel powered (table 19).
Four-wneel-drive tractors, on average, provided the greatest takeoff
horsepower and two-wheel-drive tractors the least. Forty percent of the
two- and four-wheel-drive tracters owned by rice farmers were bought used
(table 20). Tractors in California were the oldest.

Combines

A rice farmer also typically used more than one combine to harveet his
crop in 1984 (table 21). Farmers on Texas upper and lower coasts
averaged more than two combines per farm. Nearly all combines on rice
farms were owned, not leased, and most were purchased new, except for
two-wheel-drive combines in Northeast Arkansas and California.
Two-wheel-drive combines were the most popular in every region except
California, where 97 percent of the combines were either track or
combination track and wheel drive.

A similar distribution of drive types of combines occurred in 1979 with
two exceptions: in California, 56 percent of the combines were track
drive in 1979, and 75 percent in 1984; in Northeast Arkansas in 1979 just
1 percent of combines were combinetion drive, but by 1984, an estimated
22 percent of the comhines were. The four-wheel-drive combines were




newer than the two-wheel-diive combines, an average of 2 to 5 yearts
never, depending upon the region (table 21).

Rice Buggieq

Rice farmers drain the fields shortly before harvest. Because fields are
tYen too danp to support trucks, rice buggies, which have large
tractorlil? ‘res, transport the crop from the combines to the trucks.

Ninety pe _.nt of :he farms had at least one rice buggy (table 22).
Growers used more buggies than combines in Nurtheast Arkansas, Grand
Prairic, Southw st Louisiana, and the Lower Coast -f Texas. Rice buggies
in California lL.ad the greatest average capacity and were most often

self-propelled. Buggies were most often pulled by tractors in other
regions.

Trucks

Pickup trucks, used on 91 percent of rice farms, were the most common

type of truck in 1984 (table 23). ¥lleage per pickup was greatest in ‘he
Delta,

Most rice farmecs also had larger trucks. Eighty-six percent of the
farms had at least one truck larger than a pickup. Of these, single-axle
trucks were the most common, All regions, except the Lower Coast of
T.xas, averaged more than one single-axle truck per farm.

Gasoline powered more than 90 percent of the single-axle trucks. The
average year of manufacture of a single-axle truck 7. aged from 1966 on
the Grand Prairie to 1974 in the Delta.

There were about four times as many single~axle trucks than tandem-axle
trucks on rice farms in 1984. There were fewer semitrucks than
tandem-axle trucks. Eighty-five percent of the semitrucks on rice farms
were located in tha two Arkansas areas Plus the Delta.

Post-Harvest Operations

Growers harvest rice ¢+ about 20-percent moisture and dry it to about
13-percent moisture. Ucherwise, producers sell rice "green.' Rice
drying may take place in the farmer's own dryer, located on the farm, or
in a commercial dryer. Rice may be iauled to the dryer in the farmer's
own tru k, or it may be custom-hauled.

Drying

Producers diied about three-fourths of the 1984 1 -e crops, mostly in
commercially operated off-farm dryers (table 24). On the Lower Coast of
Texas, growers dried more than 90 percent commercially. Only in
Southwest Louisiana was onfarm drying most popular. In California and
the Upper Coast of Toxas, almost all rice was commercially dried. About
half the crop was producer-dried on the Grand Prairie. Delta growers
8old two-thirds of their rice green. Most farms on the Grand Prairie
sold their entire crop greed, and purchasers subsequently dried it. Less
rice was gold green in 1979.

8 13



Natural gas was the most popular fuel for onfarm drying in Southwest
Louisiana and the Lower Coast of Texas (table 25). Liquefied petroleum
gas was most popular in the Delta, on the Grand Prairie, and in
California. Electricity was common Northeast Arkansss and on the
Upper Coast of Texas.

Hauling

Rice farmers used their own trucks to haul all rice dried onfarm (table
26). Only on the Upper Coast of Texas was more than 20 percent of tue
onfarm dried crop custou-hauled. Gvowers also drove their own trucks to
haul vice dried off the farm to commercial dryers. Only on the Lower
Coast of Texas and in California was more than half the commercially
dried crop custom-hauled to the dryer.

RICE PRODUCTION COSTS AND RETURNS

Table 27 shows estimates of the average costs and returns per ucre of
rice in 1984, the year that the FCRS obtained detailed production
practice data for rice. The estimates were calculated with the aid of
the FEDS budget generator. The structure of accouats and the methodology
came from the anpual nconomic Indicators of the Farm Sector: Costs of
Production (6). Costs are summarized as variable expenses, capital
replacement, fixed expenses, and economic costs, which are subtracted
frem cash rereipts. The difference between cash receipts and ecomomic
costs is a return to managemeat and risk.

Cash Receiots

Cash: recelpts are the average per—planted-acre yie'd multiplied by the
harvest-month average price for rice. Direct Government payments,
storage costs, and changes in the value of assets are not included.

Rice prices and, thus, the cash receipts reported should be used with
caution. i/ The prices were estimated based on the proportion of each
rice grain type produced in each region and the Commodity Credit
Corporation (CCC) loan rate differential for each type of rice. 5/

Cash receipts per planted acre of rice were highest in California in
1984. Medium- and short-grain rice, which produce higher yields than
long-grain, were most common in California. Medium and short grains
brought lower prices, but their yields in 1984 were sufficiently large to
result in cash receipts per . ~e that were higher than those for long
grain. On the Lower Coast of Texas, the nei. higrest area in cash
receipts and a long-grain area, both yield and price were above the
national average. Ratoon cropping (second cutting) was prevalent there.
In Southwest Louisiana and the Delta, both yield and the price of rice
were below the national average. Cash receipts were lowest in Southwest
Louisiana.

4/ NASS camnot, due to confidentiality restrictions, directly disclose
State-level harvest-month price estimates for rice.

5/ The CCC loan rate in 1984 was $9.12 per cwt for long-grain rice and
$6.80 per cwt for medium- and short-grain rice.
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Cash Expenses and Capital Replacement

Cash expenses (out-of-pocket costs incurred during production) are
divided into variable and fixed expenses. Capital replacement is a
charge for replacing buildings and machinery.

Variable expenses

Variable expenses per acre Planted in 1984 were greatest on the Lower
Coast of Texas, 17 percent 8reater than in the next highest region, the
Upper Coast of Texas, and 76 percent more than in the lowest region,
Northeast Arkansas. Producers on the Lower Coast of Texas undertook more
field operations than producers in any other region. Total tir:g-over
for field operations on the Lower Coast of Texas was 50 percent above the
national average. The gecond harvest of rice accounts for gome of the
difference, but there was also substantially more tillage than average on
the Lower Coast of Texas. The more field operations are performed, the
more equipment i8 used, regulting in higher fuel and capital replacement
eéxpenses, two items in which the Lower Coast of Texas ranked first.

Producers on the Lower Coast of Texas also paid more for purchased

wacer. Their average expense for purchased water was more then 30
percent higher than on the Upper Coast of Texas and more than 180 percent
higher than in California. Some of the differance may be attributed to
ratoon cropping: fields are drained, cut, and flooded again. It is
impossible to determine which region had the greatest total irrigation
expense per acre The costs of well water, about half the irrigation
Water on the Lower Coast of Texas, were included with other machinery
costs for fuel, lube, electricity, and repairs.

Custom operations, another variable expense, were also higher than
average on the Lower and Upper Coasts of Texas and in California.
Expenses for custom-hired applications of chemicals were above average in
each of these regions and in California, where extensive air seeding also
contributed to the higher than average expense.

Varlable expenses were lowest on the G.ind Prairie, in Northeast
Arkansas, and the Delta. Although the times-over of field operations on
the Grand Prairie and Northeast Arkansas and the pesticide expenses in
the Delta were above average, total variable expenses were low. Expenses
for custom operations were especially low, becauae virtually no air
seeding occurred in these regions. Rates for drying rice and applying
phosphorus were also below the national average on the Grand Prairie and
in Northeast Arkansas.

Fixed Expenses

Fixed expenses per acre, actual expenditures attributed to an acre of
rice, were greatest in 1984 in California and smallest in Southwest
iouisiana. Fixed expenses in California were more than double the fixed
expenses 2n the Lower Coast of Texas, the next highest region. Much of

this difference was in interest paid, which was double the national
average in California.

General farm overhead, expenses for utilities, licenses, and accounting,
was also nearly double the nationa]l average in California. Rice

10



producers in Califoraia also paid the most per acre for taxes and
insurance.

Receipts Less Cash Expenses and Capital Replacement

The difference betvieen cash receipts and cash expenses in 1584 was

greatest on the Grand Prairie and in Northeast Arkaasas. The difference

was more than five times what it was on the Upper Coast of Texas, where
% was smallest.

The cost of capital replacemert, which is based on the farm machinery and
buildings owned by a rice preducer, was greatest on the Lower Coast of
Texas, the Grand Prairie, and in California. When the cost of capital
replacement was included in expenses, the difference between cash
receipts and expenses was most favorable in NortLeast Arkansas. The gap

between receipts and expenses was least favorable ou the Lower Coast of
Texas.

Economic Costs and Returns

Economic coats are the longrun costs of producing rice. They are all
cash expenges, except interest payments, plus values that are imputed to
capital, land, and the farmer's own labor. The economic return to
management and risk is a residual, the difference betweer economic costs
and cash receipts. Economic costs are full-ownership costs and allow
comparisons among regions without regard to the debt and land ownership
positions of the producers.

Returns L0 operating capital, other nonland capital, land, and unpaid
labor, are imputed from values of these resources in their next best
alternative use. For operating capital, the return is measured based on
the 6-month U.S. Treasury bill rate. For other non.and capital, it is
the longrun rate of return to production assets in the farm sector. For
land, it 18 net land rent, and for unpaid labor, the imputed value is the
average wage rate.

The return imputed to operating capital was great<st in the two Texas
areas and California, regions that also had the greatest variable cash
expenses. It was lowest in Southwest Louisiana, followed by Northeast
Arkansas, the Delta, aud the Grand Prairie, all areas with relatively low
variable expenses.

The return to other nonland capital, farm machinery and irrigation
equipment, vas above averagc in California and on the Grand Prairie and
the Lower Coast of Texas. The greatest variatioan in imputed costs among
the regjons was in net land reat. Rent was highest in California, where
cash rents were the highest by far, followed by the Grand Prairie,
Northeast Arkansas, and Southwest Louisiana. Net rent was lowest on the
Upper Coast of Texas, a region with relatively low cash rents and little
share rentipg.

Total economic cost per acre was greatest in California, but large cash
recelpts pushed the residual return to management and risk above the
national average. The residual return, the longrun return to rice
production under 1984 conditions, was most favorable in Northeast
Arkansas and least favorable on the Lower Coast of Texas, though in every
region the return was negative.
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Table 1—Rice acreage, yleld, and production, 1979-84

Year Acres planted Production Yield
1,000 acres 1,000 cwt Cwt _per acre
1979 2,980 131,947 45.66
1980 3,30 146,150 43.24
1981 3,827 182,742 47.75
1982 3,29 153,637 46.63
1983 2,190 99,720 45.53
1964 2,82 138,810 49.05
Saurce: (8).
Figure 1
Major U.S. rice areas

CA




TahleZ-—Famwaimingrioeam{amofl'niomed, rented, and operated, 1984

:Mississippi: : : : Teas : Texas : :
Iten : Xver : Northeast : Grand : Souttsest : Upper : Lower :California : United
: Delta : Arkansas : Prairie : Louisiana : Coast : Coast : ¢ States
: Number
Farms : 2,013 2,805 2,289 1,241 411 290 924 10,073
: Acres
Lad in farwe: 1/ :
Total : 4,096,892 2,671,578 2,350,124 1,300,246 797,403 498,178 1,270,538 12,984,760
Average 2/ : 2,035 952 1,027 1,048 1,%0 1,278 1,375 1,289
Land owned— :
Total : 1,317,977 702,600 528,845 245,933 195,928 92,608 787,312 3,871,203
Average 2/ : 655 250 231 198 477 238 852 384
Land rented to :
operator-—~ :
Total : 2,778,915 1,%8,979 1,821,279 1,054,313 601,475 405,570 483,026 9,113,557
Average 2/ : 1,381 702 796 850 1,463 1,041 523 905
Land rented by :
operator to others: :
Total : 85,662 9,863 19,775 25,831 78,097 12,058 224,491 455,778
Average 2/ : 43 4 9 21 190 31 243 45
Land operated: 3/ :
Total : 4,011,230 2,661,716 2,330,349 1,274,415 719,305 486,119 1,045,847 12,528,982
Average 2/ : 1,993 949 1,018 1.027 1,750 1,247 1,132 1,244
: Coefficient of variation
Farms : 27.18 27.29 33.16 8.59 9.43
land in farms: 1/ :
Total : 27.87 27.% 38.39 13.80 19.79
Average 2/ : 20.72 6.84 9.26 12.20 18.41
Land owned— :
Total : 30.18 23.35 29,25 4,00 35.84
Average 2/ : 37.08 18.37 40.83 43.78 35.54
Land rented in— :
Total : 31.9 31.73 48.80 13.55 21.22
Average 2/ : 17.16 9.39 18.85 1.70 19.8
Land rented out: :
Total : 54.12 73.22 57.71 65.45 75.84
Average 2/ : 58.71 77.05 64.57 65.69 75.61
Land operated: 3/ :
Total : 28.20 28.00 38.68 13.33 16.59
Averuge 2/ : 20.74 6.88 9.47 11.60 14.84

1/ Land in farms = land owned plus land rented in.

2/ Mean per fam producing rice.
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Table 3—Cropland and acres planted in rice and other crops on farwe producing rice,

1984 1/

{Missiseippd : : : t Texas : Texas : H
: : Northeast : Grand : Souumest : Usper : Lower :California:
: ¢ Arkansas : Prairie : Louisiana : Coast : Coast :
: Acres
: 3,530,324 2,173,490 1,952,389 949,811 368,084 268,315 570,855
: 775 853 765 895 638 617
Total planted : 634,268 374,253 380,938 199,484 158,152 377,625
: 248 164 307 485 406 403
: 1,228,640 1,488,297 518,742 133,473 27,80 0
: 438 650 418 325 71 NA
Total planted : 16,853 5,953 17,300 0 0 15,562
: 6 3 14 NA NA 17
Total planted : 470,068 424,65 18,020 15,877 9,99 70,792
: 168 s 15 39 26 77
Other grains— :
Total plantcd : 159,824 64,426 20,805 22,559 72,125 53,924
: 57 28 17 55 185 58
Other crops— :
Total planted : 0 0 0 0 3,116 5,747
: NA NA NA NA ] 60
: Coefficient of variatiom
: 26.43 44.07 12,07 14.80 16.13 10.26
: 9.71 13.16 9.99 12.85 13.97 10.5%
Total planted : 27.43 24,36 12.71 13.09 11.34 9.79
: 9.37 15.62 11.06 1.1 7.50 9.64
Total planted : 25.46 52.19 11.59 17.54 50.36 NA
: 12, 21.60 9.14 15.36 49,47 NA
Total planted : 9.14 68.05 91.23 NA NA 96.90
: 101.41 75.07 91.40 NA NA 96.83
Total planted : 29.9 37.05 66,51 52.07 87.81 24.63
: 15.29 12.65 66.46 51.55 87.20 24.59
Other grains— :
Total planted : 27.67 32.41 45.89 44,85 22,93 28.34
: 27.3%7 43,22 44,95 44,22 20.84 28.20
Other crope— :
Total planted : NA NA NA NA 92.76 31.%
: NA NA NA NA 92.17 31.88
= Not applicable.
Crop acreage may exceed cropland due tuv double cropping.




Tm%mmfmmm,lﬂ

:Mississippd : H : : Texas : Texas :
Iten ¢ River : Northesst : Grand : Sout'mest : Upper : Lower :California : United
¢ Delta : Arkansas : Prairie : Louisiana : Coast : Coast : ¢ States
: Actes
Soybeans: :
Irrigated— :
Total planted T 294,029 355,943 418,258 7,159 0 5,054 0 1,080,443
Average 1/ : 146 127 183 6 NA 13 NA 107
Nonirrigated-— :
Total planted : 2,039,946  872,69% 1,070,040 511,584 133,473 22,766 0 4,650,506
Average 1/ : 1,014 3n 468 412 25 58 NA 462
Cotton: :
Irrigated— :
Total planted : 130,963 0 1,260 0 0 15,562 147,784
Aversge 1/ : 65 NA 1 NA MA NA 17 15
Nonirrigated— :
Total planted s 203,7% 16,853 4,693 17,300 0 0 0 242,580
Average 1/ : 101 6 2 14 NA NA NA 24
Wheat: :
Irrigated— :
Total planted : 1,080 0 0 0 0 0 50,269 51,348
Average 1/ : 1 NA N NA NA NA 54 5
Nonirrigated— :
Total planted t 676,019 470,068 424,555 18,02¢ 15,877 9,99 20,523 1,635,159
Average 1/ : 3% 168 186 15 39 26 22 162
Sorghum: :
Neairrigated— :
Total planted : 159,636 124,045 22,083 17,574 17,181 40,880 449 381,849
Average 1/ : 79 &4 10 14 42 105 2/ 38
Other grains: : -
Irrigated—
Total planted 14,625 32,485 42,146 0 0 9,361 47,999 146,616
Average 1/ : 7 12 18 NA NA 24 52 15
All other secondary
crops: :
Irrigated— :
Total planted : 0 0 0 C 0 77 76,717 76,79
Average 1/ : NA NA NA NA NA 2/ 83 4
Noairrigated— :
Total planted : 904 3,295 23 3,231 5,378 24,999 5,476 43,516
Average 1/ : 2/ 1 2/ 3 13 64 6 4
All secondary crops:
Irrigated— :
Total planted : 440,697 388,428 461,664 7,159 0 14,492 190,547 1,502,986
Average 1/ : 29 138 202 6 NA 37 206 149
Nonrrigated— :
Total planted 13,080,241 1,486,957 1,521,704 567,709 171,908 98,641 26,448 6,953,610
Average 1/ : 1,530 530 665 458 418 253 29 690

See notes at end of table. Continued—




Tahle 4—Other crops o farms producing rice, 1984—Continued
:Mississippd @ : : ¢ Texas Texas :
Item ¢ River : Northeast : Grand : Soutimest : Upper Lower :California : United
Delta * Arkansas : Prairie : louisima : Coart (oast ¢ States
Coefficient of variatim
Soybeers:
Irrigared— :
Total planted 29.87 37.03 26.38 91.23 NA 67.1 NA 17.14
Average 1/ 37.06 18.18 38.48 91.40 NA 66.79 NA 16.21
Nonirrigated—
Total planted 37.22 25.12 71.67 11.75 17.53 59.74 N& 23.19
Average 1/ 30.42 18.95 41.12 9.28 15.63 58.90 NA 17.95
Cotton:
Irrigated—
Total planted B2 NA 89.09 NA NA NA 96.90 35.28
Average 1/ 44.85 NA 94.90 NA NA NA 96.83 36.86
Noodrrigated—
Total planted 3.87 99.14 78.32 91.23 NA NA NA 29.19
Average 1/ 7.8 101.41 84.40 91.40 NA NA NA 27.03
Wheat :
Irrigated—
Total planted 2. NA NA NA NA NA 29.88 29.30
Average 1/ 77.75 NA NA NA NA NA 29.77 31.31
Nonirrigated—
Total planted 43.61 29.9%0 37.05 66.51 52.08 g7.81 39.55 21.28
Average 1/ 43.72 15.29 12.65 66.46 51.55 87.19 39.70 18.12
Sorgiam:
Nondrrigated—
Total planted 47.57 31.% 58.37 51.88 46.63 23.67 22.67
Average 1/ 246.23 29.00 64.2 51.08 45.85 2.5 19.48
Other grains:
Irriated—
Total planted 58.11 8.1 36.61 NA NA 50.81 17.60
Average 1/ 61.80 44 .84 46.99 NA Ne 50.25 20.50
All other secandary
crops:
Irrigated—
Total planted NA NA NA NA NA §9.76 40.00
Average 1/ NA NA NA NA NA 89.54 31.89
Nonirrigated—
Total planted 55.20 99.01 99.14 93.29 59.68 44.32 29.61
Average 1/ 61.31 101.58 102.72 92.75 59.65 43.19 31.55
All secondary crops
Irrigated—
Total planted 23.70 34.28 2.71 91.23 NA 51.65 13.23
Average 1/ 32.55 16.37 37.47 91.40 NA 51.15 13.59
Nonirrigated— :
Total planted : 36.25 24.63 60.14 12.89 20.78 3%.% 20.80
Average 1/ : 29.51 15.14 29.48 10.81 19.25 3491 15.76




TableS—Temneofopemtormlmdintioeu'oductim,m

tMisaisaippd : : : { fexas : Texas : :
Item ¢ River : Northeast : Grand . Souttwest : Upper : Lower :California : United
: Delta : Arkansas : Prairle : Louisisns : Coast : Coast : ¢ States
' Percent
Rice acreage: :
Owined ¢ 48.0 48.0 28.5 18.9 18.3 10.7 44,7 36.9
Cash rented ¢ 28.3 3.9 12.2 5.6 44,7 27.9 10.3 15.8
Share rented : 2.9 48.1 59.3 74.6 36.3 61.4 45.0 47.0
Rent free H .8 0 0 9 .7 0 0 3
Farms with entire :
rice acreage: :
Owned : 221 36.1 17.2 7.6 8.1 6.7 35.9 23,2
Cagh rented ¢ 41.0 4.8 9.5 2.3 41.2 24,6 8.5 15.4
Share rented ¢ 19.5 32.8 59.6 69.7 28.5 41.4 25.0 40.2
Renc free : 29 0 0 1.8 0 0 0 .1
Combinetion owned :
and rented : 14.6 26.3 13.7 18.7 2.2 27.3 2.7 2.4
: Coefficient of varistion
Rice acreage: :
Owned ¢ 29.32 29.2 31.97 39.72 24,78 28.53 13.42 34.51
Cash rented ¢ 10.57 47.31 40.25 ¢ ,08 11.00 14.67 35.78 40.27
Share rented ¢ 30.54 27.66 17.90 9.87 17.74 8.08 12.99 28.%
Rent free ¢ 103.55 NA NA 98.09 92.79 NA NA 83.20
Farms with entire i
rice acreage: :
Owned 26,39 71.50 34.49 45.10 40.88 45.83 16.06 59,27
Cash rented :  62.66 61.50 49.13 79.29 17.54 23.37 35.79 44.73
Share rented :29.40 22,17 54,12 11.84 21.17 16.60 19.71 40.64
Rent free ¢ 99.14 NA NA 97.70 NA NA NA 87.69
Combination owned :
and rented : 31.55 36.47 38.11 10.53 11.64 11.89 8.69 20.13
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Table 6—Share rental agreements for land in rice production, 1984

:Missiseippl : : : t Texas : Texas :
Item : River : Northeast : Grand : Soutisest : Upper : Lower :Califormia : United
: Delta : Arkmsas : Prairie : Loufsiana : Coast : Coast : ¢ States
: Number
Agreements : 604 1,587 1,619 1,076 164 240 477 5,767
: Percent of agreements
Land only : 371 18.5 7.2 26.0 39.3 7.8 12.6 18.3
Land and irrigation :
costs only : 8.5 8.4 44.3 2.8 0 3.0 34 25.8
Land, irrjgation, and
other input costs : 491 37.9 47.4 35.1 41.8 35.3 56.7 42.8
Land and nonirrigation
costa only : 5.3 15.2 1.1 16.1 18.9 53.9 27.3 13.1
: Percent of production
Average share :
received: 1/ :
Land only :  23.3 T 27.5 20.1 13.3 D 24,2 22.6
Land and irrigation :
costs anly :  27.5 25.3 D 25.3 NA D D 25.1
Land, irrigation,and :
other input costs : 3.7 29.7 47.4 34.5 47.8 42.0 33.0 37.3
Land and nonirrigation :
costs anly : D 25.1 D 20.3 12.2 14.5 26.1 21.8
: Coefficient of variation
Agreements : 23.05 15.62 46.01 9.77 16.85 13.03 11.36 31.86
Land only ¢ 30.98 38.29 79.73 22.91 22.97 51.49 39.83 40.40
Land and irrigation :
costs only : 48.34 28.54 57 13 24.17 NA 91.28 95.56 45.06
lsnd, irrigation, and ¢
nonirrigation costs :  24.50 23.23 46.51 16.91 21.54 20.05 13.43 33.53
Land and nonirrigation @
costs only t 6444 42.46 106.68 31.06 44.07 13.79 25.32 46.14
Average ehare :
received: 1/ :
Land anly : 4.69 NA 6.42 3.25 5.03 NA 6.42 2.64
Land and irrigation
costs anly : 4,43 1.28 NA 8.80 NA NA NA i2.86
Land, irrigation, and :
nonirrigation costs :  12.59 7.50 5.69 6.26 3.92 8.44 3.50 8.14
land and nonirrigation:
costs anly : NA .39 NA 3.56 2.37 13.49 3.9 28.41
NA = Not applicable.

D = Insufficient data for disclosure.
1/ Mean per type of share rental agreement.
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we7—Cosmimhﬂedmﬁcepro¢numdmemm183reamtsforlaﬂmﬂimgatimmly, 1984
tMississippi : s : $: Texas : Texas : s
Item { River : Northeast : Grand : Soutlwest : Upper : Lower :California : United
: Delta :Arkansas : Prairle : Loulsiana : Cosst : Coast : : States |
: Percent of agreements
Wells s 100.0 98.9 100.0 88.6 NA 120.0 0 96.7
Purchased water : 0 0 0 0 NA 0 100.0 1.1
Surface water ¢ u.g 0 0 2.4 NA 0 0 .8
Pups ¢ 75.1 74.8 100.0 82.5 NA 100.0 0 87.4
Pump repairs ¢ 6l.l 77.5 100.0 91.0 NA 100.0 0 89.3
Motors ¢ 61.0 28.2 100.0 88.6 NA 106.0 0 73.9
Motor repairs ¢ 18.0 28,2 100.0 88.6 NA 100.0 G 72.4
Distribution systems : 8.3 11.2 100.0 79.6 NA 0 0 65.0
System repairs : 0 1.2 100.0 53.7 NA 0 0 60.4
Power or fuel : 0 12.9 0 79.7 NA 0 0 17.0
: Coefficient of variation
Wells : NA 1.02 NA 9.73 NA NA NA .74
Purchased water : NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 122.89
Surface water ¢ %9N.2 A NA 93.10 NA NA NA 98.69
Pups ¢ 2119 19.75 NA 13.60 NA NA NA 6.75
Pup repairs s 35.04 17.99 NA 9.20 NA NA NA 3.55
Motors ¢ 35.04 53.21 NA 9.73 NA NA NA 13.99
Mcior repairs 64.59 53.21 NA 9.73 NA NA NA 14.51
Distribution systems : 9v.83 94.32 NA 14.18 NA NA NA 19.51
System repairs : NA 94.32 NA 25.95 NA NA NA 20,98
Power ar fuel : NA 91.69 NA 14.18 NA NA NA 90.06
MNA < Not applicable.




Table 8—Coats included in rice production share rental agreements for land, irrigation, and nonirrigation inputs, 1984
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‘Mississipr: : : : Texns : Texas :
Item ! River : Northeast : Grand : Southwest : Upper : Lower :California : United
¢ Deita ¢ Arkangas : Prairfe : Loulsiana : Coast Cast : ¢ States
: Number
Agreepen* - s 1,054 322 421 85 237 191 184 2,49
: Percent of agreeme.
Including addl. .onay ¢
input costs ¢ 10.0 18.0 42,2 86.0 0 24.8 19.0 19.9
: Dollars per acre
Average rent under :
agreements: 1/ :
For land only ¢ 57.00 D 63.40 D 33.20 41,20 121.50 59.10
Including additional @
input costs : D D 60.80 79.60 NA 50,50 144.00 74.80
: Coefficient of variation
Agreenents 43,55 38.2. 33.91 41.98 13.91 15.39 22,93 30.67
Inchuding additional
input costs : 66,34 88.60 40.63 11.23 NA 30.24 52.16 45.43
Average rent under :
agreementsg: 1/ :
For laud only : 172 NA 51.23 NA 46,49 7.15 8.80 37.78
Including additional :
input costs : NA NA 15.98 25.65 NA 5.7 4.9 15.76
NA = Not applicable.
D = Insufficient data for disclosure.
L/ Mean per type of cash rental agreement.
b
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Table 10—Levee surveying and other technical services hired for rice production, 1984

‘Missisasippd: H H : Toxas ¢ Texas H
Item ¢ River : Northeast : Grand : Southwest : Upper : Lower :California : United
¢ Delta : Arkansas : Prairle ¢ Loulsiana : Coast : Coast : : States
e Percent of acreage
Custom-hired :
sxveying for levees : 61.1 77.9 96.4 14.8 52.3 44.0 92.3 55.1
Qustamr-hired :
technical services 1/ : 4,6 9.0 2.2 1.4 23,2 9.8 .9 7.8
: Dollars per acre
Averag- cost of custon @
levee surveying 2/  : 3.65 3.43 2.9 1.9 3.19 3.18 5.69 3.3
: Coefficient of variatimn
Customr-hind :
aurveying for levees : 25,56 9.82 3.32 52.07 1i.18 11.49 26.54 9.23
Customr-hired :
technical servi es 1/ : 43,44 45,37 76,54 61.16 37.48 46,20 76.71 52,35
Average cost of custom :
levee surveying 2/ @ 5.1 9.9 7.53 i6.24 7.64 7.59 33.82 7.16
1/ Soil tests, tissue amalysis, and scouting.
2/ Mean per farm producing rice and reporting item.




Tsble 11—F1eld operstions in rice production, 1984 1/

“sMissiseippd: : : ¢ Texas : Texas ¢ :
Item ¢ River : Northeast : Grand ¢ Soutlsest : Upper : Lower :California : United
¢ Delta : Arkansas : Prairie : Loulriana : Coast : Coast ¢ States
: Times-over 2/
All field operations 5.29 7.87 6.82 4.9 5.91 9.33 5.62 6.30
Tillage : 3.01 5.38 4,48 2.86 4.48 6.75 3.65 4.16
Plowing s .09 .10 02 44 .07 21 1.19 28
Disking : 1.3 2,68 1.96 1.38 1.88 2.3 1.91 1.92
Cultivating : .60 .73 1.56 A7 1.2 1.41 .06 .76
Harrowing : 61 .10 .57 b 1.10 2,07 .38 Sh
Bedding and shaping: 01 .05 .06 01 .05 01 .06 )
Soil packing H Y 1.16 A7 .08 .19 .75 .05 45
Other tillage : .08 +56 J4 D4 0 0 0 17
Fertilizer :
and pesticide s
applications : Q1 .25 .12 .21 .02 04 .88 .25
Seeding and plmting @ 1.21 1.26 1.31 W25 N 1.00 .16 90
Harvesting : .96 .98 91 .97 97 1.54 .93 .9
s Coefficient of variation
All field operations 9.88 11.74 4,42 7.23 13.77 5.79 4.9% 12.8
Ti1lage :  25.84 18.55 6.12 9.05 15.94 7.1 8.18 20.29

LY/ Excluding operations custam hired.
2/ Acres covered in operatior divided by total acres.

23




T I9Eaas 233 Jzdess asn 83R8+% 53 A$/YIR 319
Mm - E8RI QY [EI Qe e We s = A
m 23339% 339 S@dng® g5 9EmueE Ay sEaneE aEe
o 03294M A o) 79457m @Q —ry sz....m. Mm ﬁﬁm ...u&. ) .%M %%m
LY SEE B E Sl AARE]" %4 ARaS S wge e VO i
o o o o .m
Dby | 33333F 33 332350 493 o agosye 3mr gmAage ,u
¥ %
ol B e Coenas ] ™
i D Al Bels QrYRan Qoo ZSRYRR] R\ 2 ]
3 m CEEELEELD HEASSE HRE § SsdvAR Sed  sevdne §97
§ |23, o
B
s 233533 232 SnesNs 939 38393 343 343383 383
m mm & q g~ EREE T 3T8% g4« A3 4 Aawe g
g ... P
e 292392 199 M ngan nee NgAEIR YYE  $98IR] 8]
1 W Ad8%84 4ng EELPEREE dee dd die Seg o8 <ge W
n LT 3
B den®enn aNy Nen e Hea RREARIB 373 RRILYK 588
M Mmm qdndng ane Lo8REe 2849 SRARGR S SOEIR A P pé R e e M
m 1.4 N N 1. .
5|8 w_mmme m._mmmmm m_mmmew_mmmmm m
IR £ 91 P G mm 1hy memm IR NI A
; Hidisn  pikasinn  Padisn piaisn |




———

TahleB—Seedjngmﬂwdsandaeedingmtesforrieepmdmtion, 19684 \
Mississippd : : : : Texas : Texas : : L

Item : River : Northesst : Grand : Southsest : Upper : Lower :Californla : United

: Delta : Arkansas : Prairie : Loulsiana : Coast : Coast : ¢ States

Percent of acresge

Airplanes—
Flooded land-
Wet seed 2 0 0 52 9 0 9 16
Dry seed 2 0 0 2 26 2 1 4
Dry land 9 3 0 4 30 12 2 2
Drill seeders 71 41 94 16 26 80 1 53
Broadcast seeders 15 56 6 6 9 6 2 21
Pounds per acre 1/
Applied from:
Airplanee—
Flooded land-
Wet seed D NA NA 135 125 NA 160 136
Dry seed ] NA NA 145 13 D D 137
Dry land 135 140 NA 139 17 12 D 134
Drill seeders 105 122 116 126 95 105 D 114
Broadcast seeders 124 142 131 137 127 19 D 138
Coefficient of variation
Seeded from:
Alrplanes—
Flooded land-
Wet seed 61.59 NA NA 11.63 36.42 NA 2.58 26.86
Dry seed 61.67 NA NA 22.9% 18.69 91.76 71.64 33.89
Dry land 39.82 78.41 NA 51.82 18.54 32.63 96.08 51.65
Drill seeders 12.59 2.17 5.98 26.98 18.90 5.98 81.30 23,54
Broadcast seeders 42.16 .37 67.64 48,78 36.56 45.27 96.82 44,59
Applied from:
Adrplaneg—
Flooded land~
Wet seed NA NA NA 1.17 3.13 NA 1.49 1.20.
Dry seed NA NA NA 1.49 4.38 NA NA 1.79
Dry land 7.18 21.48 NA 2.62 4,48 5.37 NA 13.10
Drill seeders 2.29 5.52 2.2 5.52 4.10 1.90 NA 2.14
Broadcast seeders 3.76 6.35 8.78 4,12 7.02 7.36 NA 4.89
NA = Not applicahble.

D = Insuffictient data for disclosure.
by Mean per famm producing rice and reporting item.
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Tabte 14—Fertilizer applied in rice production, 1984
:Mississippd: : : t Texas : Texas :
Item : River : Northeast : Grand @ Southwest : Upper . Lower :California : United
: Delta : Arkansas : Prairie : Loulsisna : Coast : Coast ¢ States
: Paunds per acre
Nutrient: :
Nitrogen ¢ 160.2 101.1 122,2 94.2 125.9 134.4 90.4 118.5
Phosphorus : 1.4 5.3 5.1 49,2 42,6 42.9 41.8 20.0
Potash : 3.1 14.6 8.0 41.5 22,2 27.1 1.9 14.3
: Coefficient of variation
Nutrient: :
Nitrogen :  18.01 5.08 S.27 4,49 6.47 33.53 7.24 9.27
Phosphorus :  58.17 45,74 43.60 5.19 9.09 5.40 8.77 27.9%
Potash : 49.00 46,09 42.79 7.12 15.11 6.67 45.80 38.69
Talle 15—Pesticide applications and costs in rice production, 1954
:Mississippi: : : ¢ Texas : Texas :
Item : River : Northeast : Grand : Southmest : Upper : Lower :California : United
¢ Delta : Arkansas : Prairie : Louisiana ¢ Coast : Coast @ ¢ States
: Percent of famms
Pesticides exclusively: @
Custom applied : 42.1 75.1 - 57.8 56.1 73.4 77.5 66.8 61.5
Operatcr applied s 32.7 7.0 o2 7.2 1.7 1.7 11.5 10.6
Pesticides both custom @
and operator applied @ 7.6 2.1 .8 34 1.6 4.5 6.4 3.5
: Dallars ner acre
Cost of pesticides: 1/ :
Custam applied : 2138 24.05 29.74 17.76 36.44 44,82 37.78 27.24
Operator applied 2/ :  12.87 1.46 35 7.04 .38 2,91 6.00 5.24
: Coefficient of variation
Pesticides exclusively: @
Custom applied :  28.43 11,05 32.86 11.27 7.43 6.45 8.08 23.42
Operato. applied :  53.66 41,57 94.90 55.18 91.94 91.76 32.38 53.88
Tegticides both custam :
and opcrator applied @ 52.95 68.57 102.19 101.41 91.94 52.40 44,32 56,92
Cost of pesticides: 1/ :
Custom applied : 17.52 10.68 23.18 15.50 17.69 10.47 15.41 12,42
Operator applied 2/ :  39.66 52,43 71.35 61.61 67.63 53.13 45.66 52.40
1/ Oa farms producing rice and reporting item.
2/ Materisls anly.
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Table 17—Sources and costs of irrigation water in rice production, 1984

:Misaissippl: : : : Texas : Texas :
Item : River : Northeast : Grand : Southwest : Upper : Iower :California : United
: Delts : Arkansas : Prairie : Louisiana : Coast : Coast ¢ States
: Percent
Rice acresge :
irrigated from: :
Wells : 88,4 97.8 77.5 6.1 25.6 51.8 4.0 65.7
Canals 1/ : 2 0 1.4 21.8 57.5 48.2 85.0 21.4
Surface sorces—
Free flowing to :
operation : .7 1 .1 2 1.9 { 2.3 .7
Pumed by own pumps:  10.4 4.2 21.0 31.9 15.0 0 7.4 12.5
Pumped by others : .3 0 0 0 0 0 1.3 .2
Farmse irrigated fram:
Wells anly :  75.8 88.5 77.6 41.5 16.0 46.6 3.2 65.2
Canals only : .2 0 2 22.8 64.6 47.2 74.3 14.2
Surface sources anly :  10.4 4.2 21.0 1.9 15.0 0 7.4 12.5
More than me source ¢  15.2 11.5 124 12.9 6.9 6.2 15.5 12.6
: Lollars per acre
Average cost of :
purchased water 2/ D NA D 47.32 54.46 71.65 24.83 40.62
: Coefficient of variation
Rice acreage :
irrigated fram: :
Wells : 4,55 3.07 9.51 16.23 32.10 13.05 33.27 .36
Canals 1/ : 6834 NA 91.18 29.30 14.19 14,02 4.3 27.58
Surface sources— :
Free flowing :
to operation : 52.72 101.85 102.46 97.44 71.18 NA 92.34 49.35
Pumped by o pumps:  36.29 42.94 33.95 24,63 29.75 NA 35.41 32.08
Pumped by others : 101.92 NA NA NA NA NA 72.86 32.08
Farms irrigated from: :
Wells anly ¢ 10.90 5.70 11.76 14.77 28.48 12.75 56.57 5.64
Canals only :  67.40 NA 94.90 19.00 8.30 11.12 3.88 27.01
Surface sourcrs only @ 52.00 NA 56.01 23.09 30.87 NA 43.03 38.91
More than ane source @  38.79 43.67 47.29 31.25 40,34 45.27 25.42 34.59
Average cost of :
purchased water 2/ : NA NA NA 26.61 13.01 15.44 7.95 15.23

NA = Not applicable.

D = Insufficient data for disclosure.

1/ Water purchased from canal campany, association, or irrigation district.
2/ On farms producing rice and reporting item.
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Tahle 18—Irrigation pumps: Paertypuandpqﬂngmtesmdoemmm,w

iMissiseippt: : ¢ Texas Texas
Item ¢ River : Northeast Grand : Soutlmest : Upper Lower :California : United
¢ Delta Arkansss Prairie : Lodsisna : Coast Coast States
Number
Punps: :
Total ¢ 3,189 5,306 4,554 1,390 266 308 729 15,742
Average 1/ : 1.6 1.9 2.0 1.1 6 .8 .8 1.6
Percent
Puaps powerad by: H
Gasoline 2 3 0 4.4 1.9 4.4 0 7
Liquefied
petroleun gas 6.3 2.3 7.3 7.8 7.7 3.8 0 12.5
Dies=l 47.3 34.2 3%.7 51.3 37.7 17.2 1.1 36.7
Electricity 45.5 40.8 48.1 5.3 36.1 22.6 97.8 42.9
Netwral gas 0 3 8.4 29.2 16.6 52 0 6.4
Tractor 7 O 1.5 2 0 0 1.1 8
Gallons per minute
Averss - pmping rate
pups powered by: 2/
Gascoline D D NA D D D NA 2,877
Liquefie
petroleun gas 2,120 1,159 99 1,150 1,350 1,370 NA 1,233
Diesel 2,076 1,371 1,141 2,375 2,667 1,427 L 2,640
Electricity 1,765 1,337 989 2,288 1,351 1,985 2,532 1,439
Natural gas NA D 1,716 2,050 1,800 1,752 HA 1,865
Tractor 1,500 NA 800 1,744 NA NA D 1,233
Coefficient of variation
Punps:
Total r 27,49 1.26 34.04 12.14 18.20 18.11 15.37 25.17
Average 1/ 17.58 32,00 32.04 11.50 20.15 18.49 19.02 21.04
Punps powered by
Gasaline 66.74 100.66 NA 67.9% 89.03 90.38 NA 65.35
Liquefied
petroleun gas 35.07 35.45 49.42 45.59 61.62 73.72 NA 50.57
Diesel 27.77 25.31 32.50 11.56 16.25 29.28 93.57 19.30
Electricity 19.92 28.36 33.88 46,25 25.57 29,10 NA 26.58
Natural gas NA 100.66 50.30 18.92 43.57 14,53 NA 36.99
Tractor 57.71 NA 8.49 83.68 NA NA 93.57 67.53
Aversge pmping rate
pumps powered by: 2/
Gasoline NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 104.95
Liquefied :
petroleun gas : 9.2 26.78 36.08 37.83 10.71 62.46 NA 19.05
Diesel : 29.67 50.47 51.60 26.13 21.16 21.46 NA 28.9%
Electricity t 24,92 14,46 14.79 45.68 23.29 36.82 13.81 10,47
Natural gas : NA NA 45,74 16.97 66.30 19.77 NA 43.68
Tractor :  16.62 NA 34.50 12.60 NA NA NA 38.61
NA = Not applicahle.
D = Insufficient data for disclosure.
1/ Mean per farm producing rice.
2/ Meen per fam producing rice and reporting item. 35_
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Table 19—Tractors: Power takeoff, type of fuel, and hours of use, by drive type on farms producing rice, 1984 1/

Iower :California : United

Texas
Coast

River
Diita

Item

¢ States

s Arkansas : Prairie : Loulsiana ° Coast

]

Twosheel drive—

Total

Pour—vheel drive—

43
1.1

702

1.7

mm ~

1,793
6

1,669
.8

Total
Average 2/

Total

1,%1

1,&1.1

.2

2

Average 2/

630
’1

35
3

=R

gq-

Total
Average 2/

F

8506

HERY

9409

18%4

N O

EEE

ZSMG

88

6478

AEHE

Twovheel drive
Four—vheel drive
Four-wheel assisted

power takeoff: 4/

Percent

N WO WO
e o o o

RE A

Nk NN
e o e e

}gJR

EE

4906

$8358

2./.10

ARK3I

N~ O

RRE

476.
534.
316.8

267.7
662.7

616.6
728.9

Average use: 4/
Twoheel drive
Four-vheel drive
Cravler
Four—heel assisted

See notes at end of table.
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Table 19—Tractors: Pwmkeoff,typeofﬁnl,andlnmsofuse,byddvetypemfamprodxdngdee,

1984 - Continued 1/
:Miseds sippd: H : ! Texas : Texas :
Item { River : Northeast : Grend : Soutizest @ Upper : Lower lulifornia : Unived
i Delta : Arkansas : Prairie : Lowdsigma : Coast : Coast : States
: Coefficient of variation
Tractors: :
drive—
Tota’. %.59 8.9 37.97 10.59 11.72 11.32 11.86 27.78
Average 2/ 9.78 6.74 7.30 6.46 7.31 6.75 11.05 6.26
Four—<iheel drive—
Total 21.99 42.02 29.06 1B.75 11.80 15.9 11.42 40.52
Aversge 2/ 31.00 18.80 40.60 17.70 9.50 13.30 10.90 31.30
Crawlers—
Total 53.31 NA 77.05 60.12 62.67 NA 3.65 17.04
Average 2/ ¢t 60,03 NA 82.18 60.06 62.41 NA 8.07 29.51
Four-sheel assisted—:
Total 44,69 65.76 69.59 66.82 47.9 NA 79.21 39.34
Aversge 2/ :  57.34 70.95 69.59 72.31 52.75 NA 93,56 59.61
Average :
power takeoff: 4/
Twosheel drive 3.17 2.91 5.09 2,99 2,81 2,76 5.55 3.61
Four—shee! drive 7.08 4.10 9.65 5.88 5.76 5.14 3.28 5.46
Crasiler 44.52 NA 25.29 27.% 1.65 NA 5.29 4.80
Four-vheel asaisced -5.15 37.86 NA 37.36 19.34 NA 8.40 17.54
Powered by diegel:
Twovheel drive 1.12 6.3 2.12 1.44 1.52 4.M 3.06 5.48
Four-vheel drive 6.20 NA NA NA NA 3.4/ 2.70 0.11
Cri Aler : NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Four-vheel asaisted NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Average use: 4/
Two-vheel drive 18.63 9.13 15.48 8.1 12.79 7.72 16.57 8.80
Four-vheel drive 15.11 12.39 14.34 15.76 18.17 6.27 14.13 13.57
Crauler 8.99 NA 15.69 31.89 7.14 NA 9.82 10.16
Four-sheel assisted 9.51 14.13 7.85 62.95 20.06 NA 26.83 9.76
NA = Not applicable.
1/ All uses an farme producing rice
2/ Mean per fam producing rice.
3/ Less than one~tenth.
4 Mean per type of tractor




Table 20—Tractors: Ages and how purchased, by drive type cn famme producing rice, 1984 1/
:maatasippl' : : Texas : Texas @ :
Item ¢ River : Northeast : Grand Southest Upper : Lower :California : United
¢ Delta :Arkansas : Prairfe :louilsiana : Coast : Coast @ : States
Year 2/
Average year
of manufacture: 3/ @
Two-vheel drive : 77 73 74 74 73 72 71 74
Four-wheel drive : 78 78 78 78 76 75 75 77
Crawler : 71 NA 70 76 78 NA 59 60
Four-vheel assisted : 79 79 83 86 77 NA 59 80
Percent
Bought new :
Twowheel drive :  63.8 53.9 69.0 55.1 62.6 55.5 35.0 60.1
Fomr—wheel drive 56.3 33.9 70.0 78.9 61.0 56.1 58.9 55.5
Crasiler 32.3 NA 0 52.2 50.0 NA 3.0 0.4
Four-wheel asaisted 45.2 61.3 100.0 1000 54.7 NA 0 61.5
Bought used:
Two~wheel drive 33.6 42.7 29.6 43.3 37.4 41.8 46.7 37.2
Four-wheel drive 41.6 60.4 2.9 18.9 39 43.9 28.9 40.2
Crauler 67.7 NA 100.0 47.8 50 NA 56.8 58.2
i Four-vheel asaisted 53.3 30.7 0 0 33.6 NA 40.0 2.6
Leased:
Twowheel drive 2.6 3.5 1.4 1.6 0 2.7 18.3 2.7
Four—sihecl drive 2.2 5.7 7.1 2.2 0 0 12.3 4.3
Cravler 0 NA 0 0 9 NA 12.2 11.4
Four—vhee. assisted 1.5 8.0 0 0 .7 NA 60.0 5.9
Coefficient of variation
Average year
of menufacture: 3/
Twowheel drive 1.37 2.4 1.88 1.06 .76 1.03 4.13 1.8
Four-wheel drive 1.25 4.34 7.39 2.32 46 71 2.65 1.5
Crawler 3.68 NA 1.55 .93 2.47 NA 3.7 4.93
Four—vheel asaisted 1.72 271 NA 2.71 1.98 NA 26.83 .97
Bought new:
Two-dheel drive H 18.73 77.87 18.29 10.08 9.62 10.91 20,64 13.53
Four-wheel drive : 35.89 83%.15 29.01 2.17 14.84 20.79 14.89 79.86
Crawler : 49.19 NA NA 6.52 64.26 NA 18.26 85.19
Four—viheel assisted :  46.25 23.42 NA 9.51 5%.29 NA NA 17.%
Bought used: :
Two~wheel drive :  28.87 39.58 72.13 11.99 14.10 12.58 16.80 42.26
Four-vheel drive $  46.33 24.09 47.20 40.59 15.92 15.72 18.59 17.61
Crawler 63.42 NA 34.50 111.73 64.26 NA 12.03 59.9%4
Four-vheel assisted 20.12 47.00 NA NA 39.23 NA 3.91 74.€1
Leased: :
Two—vheel drive 52.03 86.89 97.70 57.11 NA 55.14 3.35 66.24
Four-wheel drive 59.9% 110.10 106.28 102.25 NA NA 32.98 91.48
Crauler : NA NA NA NA NA NA 26.38 88.38
Pour-wheel assisted : 104.53 113.74 NA NA 79.88 NA 40.77 83.32

NA = Not applicable,

1/ All uses on farms producing rice
2/ Final two digits only.

3/ Mean per purchased tractor.
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Trble 21—Combines: Age and how purchased, by drive type in rice production, 1984

iMissisaipnd $ t ! Texas : Texas ¢ :
Iten i River :Northeast : Grand : Soutlwest : Upper : Lower :California : United
t Delta ¢ s ¢ Pralvie (loulalana : Cosst 3 Comst : States
: H : : : : : :
H Number
Conbines: H
Twovheel drive—~
Total : 2,00 1,749 2,544 1,3% 517 726 37 8,972
Average 1/ H 1 .6 1.1 11 L3 1.9 2/ 9
Four-vheel drive— :
Total s 1.067 70 635 349 22 95 15 3,203
Aversge 1/ : 5 .3 3 3 J7 ) 2/ 3
Track drive— H
Total : 208 0 ] 0 0 7 1,166 1,31
Average 1/ : 1 NA NA NA NA 2/ 1.3 .1
Combination drive—3/:
Total : 717 0 0 5 0 346 1,073
Aversge 1/ : 2/ 3 NA NA NA NA 4 .1
: Year 4/
Average year 5
of maufacture: 5/ @
Twovheel drive H 78 76 75 76 74 75 77 76
Four-sheel drive : 80 80 79 0 78 80 81 80
Track drive : rs) NA NA NA NA 79 74 75
Cambiration drive 80 ps) NA NA 81 NA 77 78
s Percent
Bovght new: :
Twvvheel drive : 68.9 34.8 58,7 53.7 55.9 54,2 19.1 55.0
Four-vheel drive : 64.6 69.3 65.1 86.4 75.0 81.5 100.0 69.7
Track drive : 70.6 NA NA NA NA 100.0 53.7 56.5
Combipation drive :  100.0 100.0 NA NA 100.9 NA 62.3 87.8
See notes at end of table. Continued—
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Table 21—Combdnes: Age and how purchased, by d-ive tyove in rice production, 1984—Continued

:Mississippl : : : : Texas : Texas :
Item ¢ River : Norcheast : Grand : Soutlwest : Upper : Lower :California : United

ih.lm:m:kaxms:mmel.anmm Coast : Coast t States

Coefficient of variation

Combines:
Twovheel drive—
“otal s 29.9% 16.72 31.46 12.43 14.01 11.25 49.20 22,17
Average 1/ 28.48 29.40 26.52 10.17 12.49 8.43 74.55 35.98
Four-viheel drive—
Total 17.83 2.8 .17 24.51 16.71 27.12 65.92 18.19
Average 1/ 49.75 44.14 58.18 40.67 20.58 39.91 69.81 37.78
Track drive—
Total 17.08 NA NA NA NaA 92.76 9.84 9.68
Average 1/ : 32,60 NA NA NA NA 92.17 11.78 27.45
Combination drive—3/:
Total :  8.09 100.00 NA NA 88.19 NA 27.04 98.25
Average 1/ 85.54 75.07 NA NA 88.17 NA 30.52 86.44
Average year
of maufacture: 5/  :
Twovheel drive : 1.24 1.67 1.44 85 .98 1.00 1.42 9
Four-wheel drive : .59 49 .85 .78 .84 62 1.22 .52
Track drive : .68 NA NA NA NA NA 1.33 1.00
| Cambinatic drive NA NA NA NA NA NA 3.97 8
Bought new:
Twovheel drive %*%.1 14.28 68.14 14.28 13.86 12.00 20.72 31.3%
Four—ibeel drive 17.03 28.08 26.05 18.69 10.0° 16.01 69.64 22.23
Track drive 13.55 NA NA NA NA NA 11.16 12.11
Canbination drive NA NA NA NA NA NA 21.00 1.01
NA = Not applicable.
1/ Mean per farm producing rice
2/ Less than cne-tenth
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Table 22—Rice buggies: Capacity and how propelled in rice productfon, 1984

Misaissippd: : : : Tems : Texas : :
Item : River : Northeast : Grand : Soutisest : Upper : Lower :California : United
: Deita : Arkansas @ Frairie : Loulslans : Cwast : Coast : States
: Number
Rice buggies: :
Total P 2,455 4,412 3,355 1,688 /45 839 1,217 14,709
Average 1/ : 1.2 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.8 2.1 1.3 15
: Hudredweight
Average cemacity 2/ :  117.9 100.1 119.5 101.1 1a.2 127 13%6.6 1n2.5
: Percent
Rice buggies: :
Self-propelled : 0 0 0 0 24 2 73 7
Pulled by tractor @ 100 106 100 100 75 % 27 93
: Ceefficient of variation
Rice buggies: :
Total ¢ 1619 33.90 44,07 10.70 10.38 11.08 8.50 32.02
Average 1/ : 36.60 43.42 44.05 10.15 7.82 7.29 1.01 28.10
Average capacity 2/ 6.72 11.61 4.11 5.32 46.99 12,56 4.03 10.34
Rice buggies:
Self-propelled NA NA NA NA 19.27 66.23 6.17 33.80
Pulled by tractor NA NA NA NA 6.73 .93 19.04 .26

NA = Not appi..:bje.

1/ Mean per farm prod:cing rice.

y Mean per rice buggy.
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Table 23—Trucks: wlmdrivm,age,mdﬁleltype,bydrivetypemfampmdmingrice,lﬂy

:Mississl ¢: : : : Texas : Texas :
Item : River : Northeast : Grand : Southwest : Upper . Lowr :California : United
¢ Delta : Arkansas : Prairfe :louisisana : Coast : (oast ¢ ¢ States
: Number
Trucks: :
Pickup— :
Total : 3,672 4,924 2,845 1,983 908 789 2,461 17,51
Average 2/ : 1.8 1.8 1.2 1.6 2.2 2.0 2.7 1.7
Single-axle— :
Total : 3,206 4,329 3,360 1,549 425 342 1,246 14,457
Average 2/ : 1.6 1.5 1.3 1.2 1.0 .9 1.3 1.4
Tandem-axle— :
fotal : 934 6% 1,564 KE1l 168 12 80 3,874
Average 2/ : S .2 g .3 A ] .9 4
Semi— :
Total : 395 592 305 87 53 32 62 1,527
Average 2/ : .2 .2 1 .2 .1 1 .1 2
: Miles
Average use: 3/ :
Pickup : 1B,577 10,966 12,411 14,433 13,788 15,909 7,286 13,207
Single-axle : 6,187 1,276 2,554 3,161 5,579 2,527 6,080 3,43%
Tandemaxle : 3,282 2,539 1,246 3,816 4,601 3,067 5,913 2,487
Semi : 2,086 3,606 3,480 8,029 3,163 6,852 3,495 3,487
: Year 4/
Average year H
of manufacture: 3/ @
Single-axle : 74 70 66 71 71 68 67 70
Tandem-axle : 72 72 73 74 70 72 60 72
Semt : 70 74 68 79 72 77 63 72
: Percent
Trucks fueled by: H
Gasoline— :
Single-axle : 90.4 89.4 95.4 9.6 97.9 98.0 85.9 92.3
Tandemrax.e : 62.8 99.3 88.0 77.9 53.4 95.6 19.6 80.4
Semt : 46.3 40,5 38.1 0 0 €3.5 0 36.6
LP. ~ — :
Sing .~axle : 2.8 9 0 0 0 0 1.3 1.0
Tandemraxle : 1.7 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 NA
Semi : 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Diec - :
Sin le-ax : 6.8 9.7 4.6 o 2.1 2.0 12.7 6.7
Tendemuxle : 35.5 .7 12.0 2.1 46.6 4.4 80.4 19.2
Sexd : 53.7 59.5 A1.9 100.0 1u0.0 36.5 100.0 63.4
See notes at end of table. Continued—
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Southwest

Miles driven, age, fuel type, by drive type on fame producing rice, 1984—Continued 1/

Item

Table 23—Trucks:
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digits only.

Average 2/
Average use:
Pickup
Single-axle
Semi

QUnola=-uyle
per farms producing rice.
Mean per type of truck.

Total
Average 2/
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Total
Total
Single—aile
Ge
NA ™= Not applicable.
1/ All uses an farms
4/ Fimal two

2/ Mean
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Table 24—Type of dryer, percent modsture of rice, and cost of cammercial drying in rice production, 1984
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Table 25—Type of fuel in onfarm drying of rice,
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Tahle 26—Means, distances, and costs of huiling rice to dryers, 1984

D = Insusficient data for disclosure.

4/ Mesn per fam producing rice and reporting item.

:Miseineippi : : : : Texas : Texas : :
| Item ¢{ River : Northeast : Granl : Scuthwest : Upper : Lower :California : United
: : Delta : Arkansag : Prairle : lodsiana : Coast : Coast + Staten
: Percent
Rice dried onfarm: :
Hauled in own truck : 98.0 91.7 100 93.8 69.1 81.2 85.0 93.0
Custom-hauled : 2.0 8.3 0 6.2 30.9 18.8 15.0 7.0
: Miles
Average distance :
to dryer 1/ : 5.9 6.7 5.5 5.7 7.4 6.1 7.3 6.2
: Cents per hundredweight
Average cost of :
custom hauling 1/ : n 20 NA 26 23 D 66 26
: Percent
Rice dried in :
camercial dryer: :
Hauled in o truck : 76.3 99.7 98.0 87.4 50.7 38.3 27.8 78.5
Customr-hauled : 23.7 3 2.0 12.6 49.3 61.2 72.2 21.5
: Miles
Average distance :
to dryer 1/ : 5.9 6.7 5.5 5.7 7.4 6.1 7.3 6.2
: Cents per hundredweight
Average cost of :
custom hauling 1/ A1 20 NA 26 .23 D .66 .26
: Coefficient of variation
Rice dried oofarm: :
Hauled in o truck : 1.06 6.90 NA 5.1 13.84 19.14 7.85 5.36
Custom hauled ¢ 52,33 75.98 NA 78.61 30.92 82.80 44.34 81.0z
Average distance :
to dryer 1/ : 2.9 16.04 41.76 26.9% 14.86 2.2 24.97 16.8
Average cost of :
custom hauling 1/ ¢ 34.38 103.71 NA 9.24 21.33 NA 56.82 28.63
Rice dried in :
comercial dryer: :
Hauled in owm truck @ 11.48 27 1.95 5.91 12.30 14.05 19.56 3.44
Custam hauled : 36.93 98.29 98.01 40.98 12.63 8.90 7.51 .87
Average distance :
to dryer 1/ : 26.24 14.61 10.61 11.51 8.8 7.88 12.9 15.05
Aversge cost of :
cwtom hauling I/ @ 14.29 6.44 NA 17.41 13.26 12.83 7.9 12.20
NA = Not appiicahle.
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Table 27—Rice production costs and returns, 1984

:Misaisaippl: : : : Texus : Texas

Item : River : Northeast : Grand : Souttlwest : Upper : Iower :Cali.omala : United
: Delts : Arkansas : Prairie : Loudsiana : Coast : Coast ¢ States
Dollars per acre
Cash receipts 1/ : 344.73 375.79 369.68 323.58 376.51 466,12 534.86 393.22
Cash expenses : 303.93 285.61 297.3%2 314.76 390.97 462.53 474,72 345.08
Variable expenses : 235.65 22.50 28.47 248.12 318.79 373.90 288.29 255.13
Seed ¢ 23.48 27.60 24.10 24,21 25.75 26.50 26.56 25,51
Fertilizer ¢ 39.61 26.89 31.00 3.8 .1 41.36 37.38 35.61
Chemicals : 12.87 1.48 .35 7.04 .38 291 6.00 5.51
Cus*om operatimms : 49.32 34.43 44.68 36.31 66.21 76.25 58.34 47.92
Fuel, lube, and :
electricity 43.98 46,33 46.10 17.13 46.33 52.56 26.82 38.72
Repairs 2.03 30.08 39.00 22.46 23.35 3.56 34.65 28.23
Hired labor 12.64 17.86 14.13 15.80 13.79 15.9 19.39 15.90
Purchased water 0 0 0 47.32 54.46 71.65 24.83 20.45
Drying : 26.18 22,82 14.20 37.09 45.03 46,50 46.04 32.04
Technical services :  5.54 5.41 4,91 .92 4,38 7.62 8.28 5.24
Fixed expenses : 68.28 72.71 78.85 66.65 72,18 88.63 186.43 89.95
Farn overhead 16.37 17.48 18.71 16.56 19.97 24.13 55.16 23.67
Taxes and
ineurance 10.33 10.84 12.62 8.03 9.57 12.97 22.28 12.26
Interest 2/ 41.58 4.39 47.5? 42.06 42,64 51.53 108.99 54.02
Receipts less
cash expenses 40.80 89.98 92.36 8.83 -14.46 3.59 60.14 48 14
Capital replacement 45.11 53,36 .20 .25 34.22 64.63 62.22 49.71
Receipts less
cash expenses :
and replacement : =431 36.42 28. -21.42 -48.68 -61.04 -2,08 -1.57
Ecooomic costs 3/ ¢ 393.73 416.64 48.11 412.72 451.20 567.93 5%.39 454.70
Variable expenses : 235.65 212,90 218.4 248.12 318.79 373.90 288.29 255.13
Farm overhead : 16.37 17.48 18.71 16.56 19.97 24.13 55.16 23.67
Taxes and :
insurance ¢ 10.33 10.84 12.62 8.03 9.57 12.97 2.28 12,26
Capital replacement : 45.11 53.56 64.21 30.25 3%.22 64.63 62.22 49.71
Return to operating :
capiial 4/ : 6.8 6.58 7.73 6.48 10.99 10.9 10.05 7.88
Return to other :
nonland capdtal 5/ : 10.03 10.39 12.76 6.80 7.48 11.82 2.2 10.12
Net land rent 6/ t 47,91 74.49 89.54 69.89 26.70 42.25 11.15 68.86
Unpaid labor : 21.53 30.40 24.07 26.90 23.48 27.24 33.02 27.07
Residuml return to
management and risk 7/ -49.00 -41.05 -58.43 -£9.13 -74.69 -101.81 -59.53 -61.48
1/ Harvest-period price times yierld (app. table 2).
2/ Actual expenditure in 1984 attributed to rice production.

3/ PRull-ownership costs, exclud.s interest payments.

% Vartshle xpense 1tems multiplied by part of year used and the 6-month U.S. Treasury bill rate.

5/ Value of machinery nd cquipment miltiplied by longrun rate of return to production aspets in farm sector.
&/ Of total acres rented, percentage of cash and share rented acres multiplied by average cash and share renic.
7/ Total economic costs less cash receipts.
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Appaﬂixﬂﬂel-(hnﬁuaﬁcmprepordngdistricts(m)mnoegradngregims

Region and State

County/CRD

Mississippi River Delta:
Arkansas

Misaissippi

Northeast Arkansas

Grand Prairie of Arkansas

Southwest Louisiana

Upper Coast of Texas

Lower Coast of Texas

Califarnia

% S0 e SC 0 T2 FE se SO GO ST SC O TS W se e UC 08 se 09 se se so|ee oo we

e se se we oo

Crittenden
Misaissippi

@RD 4
@D 5
&RD 7

RD 9
Catahoula
Concordia

@D 3
@RD 4
@®D1
xD 4

Stoduard

St. Francis

QRD 3, excep: Mississippl

Prairie

RD 1
@D 5, except Catahoula and Concordia
RD 7
RD 8

Chambers
Ft. Bend

Jefferson
Liverty

RD N
QRD 55, except Waller

Waller
RD &N

Matagorda
Victoria
Wrarton

®RD 50
RD 51
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Appendix table 2—Harvest-month price and yleld for rice, 1984

:Misrssippi:

: ¢ Texas : Texas
Grand : Soutilwest : Upper : Lower

Item : Kkiver : Northeast :Celifornia : United
¢ Delta : Arkansas Prairie : Louisiana : Coast : Coast : States
> : Dollars per hundredweight
E- .
Harvest-month :
price of rice : 8.03 8.19 8.19 7.82 8.60 3.60 7.63 8.05
£ Hundredve!cht per acre
7 Yield ;42,93 45.86 47.58 4.3 43.78 54.20 70.10 48.87
= —
: 50




